T is generally agreed among theologians today that the meaning and the binding value of conciliar decisions cannot be properly assessed without paying attention to their reception in the community of the Church, at the several levels of government, of theology, and of the sensus fidelium. Although I would not equate the agreed statements of the Anglican-Roman Catholic International Commission with doctrinal decisions by the great councils, the principle of reception ought to apply to such statements in order to answer the question: Do they truly represent the mind of the two churches concerned? As expressed by the two cochairmen of the Commission in their introduction to the Windsor statement on Eucharistie doctrine (1971), the intent is "to reach a consensus at the level of faith " Clearly, the faith in question is not only that of the members of the Commission; it should be that of the Catholic Church and of the Anglican Communion. The present status of the statements is formulated in the preface to the Canterbury statement on the doctrine of the ministry (1973): "We have submitted the statement ... to our authorities and, with their authorization, we publish it as a document of the Commission with a view to its discussion." Such a discussion in the two churches and, more particularly, in their theological communities should produce a body of opinion concerning the doctrinal value of these statements and the ecumenical possibilities which may be opened for future relations between Roman Catholics and Anglicans. From these two points of view reception becomes important; but I am not aware of any attempt yet, outside of the Commission itself, to evaluate the ways in which the texts issued so far by the Commission have been received in the churches.
not been followed by the International Commission, this means that it can still serve as a backup system, should the way of the International Commission turn out to lead nowhere.
The way of the International Commission has been to proceed from the Eucharist, to ministry and ordination, and then to authority in the Church, leaving other, perhaps more practical, questions of pastoral cooperation and sacramental sharing to a later time or to another, future Commission. This option can itself be debated. Yet, to my knowledge, the only person who has found fault with it in public is Adrian Hastings: "The impression given is that ten years later these questions [i.e., intercommunion and Anglican orders] have never seriously been followed up; the option instead has been towards a generality which has increasingly led to unreality." 7 Hastings does recognize the intrinsic value of the Windsor and Canterbury statements, although he finds them too vague, focused on general sacramentology rather than on specific CatholicAnglican issues. But he regrets that they have been followed by the Venice statement on authority and not by recommendations on intercommunion and on steps to be taken in order to overcome Apostolicae curae. In actual fact, however, the option of the International Commission has not been for generality over against the particularity of Anglican-Roman Catholic problems. It has been for the way indicated by Vatican II's Decree Sacrosanctum concilium, no. 2: it is chiefly by the Eucharist that one recognizes a community to be the Church. Whence the sequence adopted by the Commission: from the Eucharist (Windsor) to ministerial structure at its several levels, priests and bishops first (Canterbury), then the bishop of Rome in the perspective of a universal primacy (Venice). This also corresponds to the Constitution Lumen gentium, which goes from the mystery of the Church to the people of God and its ministerial structures. It is in harmony with the Decree Unitatis redintegratio, no. 19, where the distinction between ecclesia^ and communitates ecclesiales is inspired by the centrality of the Eucharist in the ecclesiae and its less central place in the communitates ecclesiales. It is, finally, in keeping with the notion of a "hierarchy of the truths of Catholic doctrine" (Unitatis redintegratio, no. 11), some being closer than others to the mystery of Christ, with the implication that the Eucharist is more central than the forms of ministry and the details of canonical relationships between churches and communities.
WINDSOR AND CANTERBURY: OFFICIAL ANGLICAN REACTIONS
The Windsor and Canterbury statements were in general well received (in the ordinary sense of the term) by Anglican readers. Reaction to the Windsor statement was at first rather slow in coming, presumably because few persons outside of the Commission itself, of the Secretariat for Christian Unity in Rome, and of the entourage of the Archbishop of Canterbury knew what could be expected in the future. As an isolated document, the Windsor statement may be interesting; but only as part of a broader programme does it hold promise for the future. As the International Commission did not explain how far it intended to follow the generous perspective of the Malta report, hesitancy about the scope of its first statement is understandable. Most of the more significant reactions waited until 1973 to appear, when the Canterbury statement was about to be released.
Given the contemporary information process through the mass media, the first contact of most people with the ARCIC statements has been through the press. In England, the Times, the Guardian, and the Daily Telegraph ran early editorials and articles about the Windsor statement, the Times giving its article a negative tone by alluding to the Thirty-nine Articles more than to the statement itself. Church journals, like the Church Times, the Church of England Newspaper, the Church of Ireland Gazette, in the U.S.A. the Living Church and the Episcopalian hailed the Windsor statement, though with cautions on the part of the (Evangelical) Church of England Newspaper.
The Anglican Communion being an association of churches in many parts of the world, these churches, besides being informed by the press, also received the ARCIC statements as communicated to each of them by the Anglican Consultative Council. In a report at its meeting in Dublin, July 1973, the Consultative Council expressed its wish generally "to record its satisfaction with the work of ARCIC." Its Resolution 5 welcomed the Windsor statement, recommending it "to the consideration of all member churches" and asking "those churches which have not yet reported their response to the Secretary General so to do." Similar resolutions were adopted later in regard to the Canterbury and Venice statements. Thus the various parts of the Anglican Communion were asked for a response.
In different ways and with some nuances the following churches received the Windsor statement officially (in the technical sense of "receiving," that is, expressing some degree of recognition that the contents of the text constitute a proper expression of doctrine): the House of Bishops of the Episcopal Church of the U.S.A. (the statement is welcomed and commended "for study and action at the next General Convention"); the Provincial Standing Committee of the Church of the Province of South Africa (text commended "for study" with a request that "a resolution supporting the statement be placed on the agenda of the Provincial Synod" of November 1973); the General Synod of the Church of the Province of New Zealand (text commended "as a guide to the meaning of the Eucharist" and referred to a study commission); 
CRITIQUE OF THE AGREED STATEMENTS
The Principle As appears from these responses, the reception of the Windsor and Canterbury statements has not gone without some criticisms. Some of these are very detailed, even minute, suggestions for improvement, which can hardly be summarized. 
Critique of the Windsor Statement
The problematic of the Windsor statement was simple. The Commission wanted to avoid the polemical languages which have come to us from the Late Middle Ages, the Reformation, and the Counter Reformation. The alternative was to be found in an older, more biblical, and more patristic language. Hence the structure of the Windsor statement: from the Eucharist as mystery to the Eucharist as memorial of the sacrifice of Christ, and from there to the Eucharist as active and multiform presence of Christ. Hence the succesive stresses on promise (no. 3), foretaste of the kingdom (4), memorial as anamnesis (5), presence as tied to the paschal mystery (6), presence as gift through the proclaimed word (7), presence as call to and for faith (8), presence in the communion meal (9), Trinitarian structure of the anaphora (10), eschatological orientation (11). Hence also the two footnotes on the notions of sacrifice and of transubstantiation, in which the Commission briefly explained why past polemics over these terms had to be overcome. The hoped-for cumulative effect of this carefully worded text was to bring back to the forefront of theological and liturgical awareness in our two communions the Eucharistie theology of our common tradition, steeped in the New Testament and in patristic thought, before this tradition was distorted by the controversies of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.
Unavoidably, any such approach will run afoul of those who, for reasons of theology or of piety or simply of habit of mind, still find deep meaning in the concepts and terms of their own separate traditions, or, more superficially, still disbelieve that the other side can truly overcome its past polemical language and conceptualization. Accordingly, fears were expressed by evangelical Anglicans that the Windsor statement conceded too much to the doctrine of the Mass as a sacrifice (the "sacrifices of Masses" condemned by Article 31) and to the doctrine of transubstantiation understood as an explanation of the how of the Eucharistie presence. Opposite fears were expressed by some Catholics, that the statement does not do justice to these two doctrines 10 or that it lies open to a receptionist view of the sacramental presence. In both cases such critiques were expected: not all theologians in the two churches are yet prepared to think along other lines than those which provoked, or were stiffened by, the polemics of the past.
Yet more fundamental points were raised by persons who were themselves ecumenically sensitive. The report of an Anglican-Roman Catholic panel discussion which took place at the University of Notre Dame While some of these critical remarks cancel each other out, one point, which was made emphatically in several quarters, should be regarded as the crux of the Canterbury statement as far as public critique is concerned: the passage of no. 13, already alluded to, on "another realm of the gifts of the Spirit." This expression, with the ensuing discussion, requires some explanation.
The intent of this phrase emerges from the structure of the statement. The text begins by placing the ordained ministry within the context of the many ministries extent in the Church (no. 2); these ministries are described in Christian life in general (3); in the early Church and the apostolic nature of the whole Church (4); in special tasks which, already in the early Church, require "recognition and authorization" (5); in the early double structure of episkopoi and presbyteroi, from which the later threefold ministry of bishop, presbyter, and deacon derives (6). The text then focuses on the ordained ministry: this should serve the priesthood of all the faithful for the glory of God (7); it is described in the New Testament with a variety of images (8); oversight (episkopë) is an essential element of it (9); it has also responsibility for proclamation of the word (10) and celebration of the sacraments (11), especially for presiding at the Eucharist (12); this Eucharistie function justifies the priestly language applied to the ordained ministry (13). Then the text passes on to ordination: ordination is necessary on acount of the corporate nature of this ministry (14); it is a sacramental act, which is described in its main elements (15); it is effected by a bishop, and the meaning of this is carefully explained (16). The conclusion recognizes the limits of the agreed statement (17).
In this context the phrase "another realm of the gifts of the Spirit," which is evocative of Ephesians 4:11, presupposes that there are two realms of the gifts of the Spirit: the gifts bestowed on the people of God in general (of which all members share in various degrees) and the gifts bestowed on individual persons. The common Christian priesthood pertains to the first, the ordained ministry to the second. This is in keeping with the doctrine of Vatican II, that the common sacerdotium of the faithful and the ministerial or hierarchic sacerdotium "differ in essence and not only in degree" (Lumen gentium, no. 10). The difference in language between Vatican II and ARCIC is due to a greater sensitivity to the fact that, in the New Testament, the word hierateuma and cognate terms (hiereus, archiereus) are not applied to ministers but to Christ as "archpriest" in heaven and to the people of God as "holy priesthood." 
ARCIC's Response to Its Critics: Salisbury, January 1979
The Elucidations released to the press following on the Salisbury meeting of January 1979 20 briefly survey the major critiques and queries so far formulated and provide an answer. They justify the concept of anamnesis as a suitable and traditional category to speak of the sacrificial aspect of the Eucharist, and the concept of "becoming" as proper to express the relation of bread and wine to the sacramentally present body and blood of Christ. They next emphasize the role of faith in the reception of the Sacrament, and they explain at some length the theology of reservation of the Sacrament, agreeing that differences of devotional practices are compatible with substantial agreement in faith.
In regard to the Canterbury agreement, the Elucidations point out that priesthood is an analogical notion applicable to distinct but related realities, briefly refer to what is meant by sacramentality of ordination, and survey the early development of the ordained ministry. They explain that the Commission has not treated the problem of ordination of women because such ordinations do not affect the doctrine of ordination agreed to at Canterbury. And they repeat the Commission's view that the question of Anglican orders has now been placed in a new context, adding, however, that this context calls for a reappraisal of the verdict on Anglican orders in Apostolicae curae.
On the whole, the The Case of the Venice Statement The Venice statement on authority in the Church (1976) is at this time in a situation by itself. As a report on authority with special attention to the bishop of Rome, it is not complete; for it knowingly leaves out four questions which would have to be considered for a full treatment of the topic: the place of Peter in the New Testament; the meaning of "divine right" language as applied to the bishops of Rome as successors of Peter; the problem of papal infallibility; the notion of universal jurisdiction as qualifying the authority of the bishop of Rome. These four points were listed by the International Commission itself, in no. 24 of its statement, with the implication that they would be studied at the earliest opportunity. The Venice statement is like a first instalment, a second being expected in the not too distant future.
In these conditions the wise thing might have been to abstain from criticism until the complement could be perused in peace and quiet. Yet ARCIC opened itself to discussion and critique by publishing its Venice document and professing to "submit our Statements to our respective authorities to consider whether or not they are judged to express on these central subjects a unity at the level of faith which not only justifies but requires action to bring about a closer sharing between our two Communions in life, worship and mission" (no. 26). It goes without saying that, in the contemporary pattern of authority, such a judgment requires broad discussions at all levels of the churches.
As a matter of fact, the Venice statement received immediate, extensive, and unexpectedly violent reactions. This was apparently due to its topic. Discussion of the bishop of Rome still seems to excite more interest in ecclesiastical and theological circles among Anglicans than quiet reflections on the Eucharist and on the ministry. Yet because one should still wait for a treatment of the four points left in abeyance at Venice in order to have a fuller picture of ARCIC's conceptions and proposals about the shape of authority, the present survey will be necessarily incomplete and inconclusive.
The problematic of the Venice statement may be briefly recalled. After an initial remark on the Lordship of Christ, which establishes the ultimate locus of authority (no. 1), the text describes the essential nature of Christian authority as related to Christ and the Spirit and as located in the whole community (2, 3). It then looks at the several ways in which this authority can be manifested in each Christian community: in the spiritual quality of one's life (4), in the Spirit-bestowed gifts of each and all, including the prophetic gifts "which entitle them to speak and be heeded," and all the pastoral gifts useful to the "integrity of the koinonia" (5), in the interrelationships between "all who live faithfully within the koinonia," the community itself, and the ordained ministers (6). The text reminds us that the purpose of these different aspects and forms of authority is to "keep the Church under the Lordship of Christ" (7). It examines authority as manifested, no longer within each church but in the communion of local churches together (Part III): above the local church with its bishop (no. 8) there is a koinonia of local churches and bishops gathered together in councils (9), with wider responsibilities historically entrusted to "the bishops of prominent sees" and the episcopal coresponsibility of all the bishops of a region (10-11), and finally with the more extended responsibilities historically attributed to the bishop of Rome in a universal communion of all the churches (12). In its Part IV, the Venice statement examines authority in matters of faith, looking successively at the traditional importance of professing a common faith (no. 13), at the two aspects of faith as assent and as life, and at the corresponding role of creeds (14) 21 Hugh Montefiore, Anglican Bishop of Birmingham, has "grave reservations about the theological inadequacy of the Report," which "describes a perfected Church, not the corpus permixtum of saints and sinners"; it is "ambigu-ous"; it ignores the Anglican view of "disseminated authority" and contradicts Vatican Council I on whether the pope "could speak independently of his fellow bishops." Rather than go through the painstaking task of agreement-building attempted at Venice, it would be much simpler to have "immediate intercommunion between Rome and Canterbury."
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For Prof. Geoffrey Lampe, who would have preferred a statement on revelation and its relationship to doctrine, the Venice document is not about authority but about who exercises authority; it is "unhistorical and pre-critical" in its view of councils; and there remains "a formidable residue of unfinished business," which is all the more formidable, in his eyes, as, contrary to the International Commission, he does not believe that the Church is indefectible (a point that may be gathered from Lampe's rejection of the doctrine of the Trinity in his Bampton lectures for 1976). 23 For Canon Pawley, the Venice statement "is little short of the miraculous," yet "it was made too soon and it leaves too much unsaid. It does not begin to provide a framework on which any practical solution can be built."
24 It is not only from some Anglicans that the Venice statement has received bitter criticism. For Adrian Hastings, the Venice statement has "effectively abandoned" the strategy devised at Malta; it is "a profoundly unsatisfactory document"; it has "subtly devalued its predecessors"; it is an exercise in "profound unreality." and Ministry) 'not only justifies but requires action to bring about a closer sharing between our two communions in life, worship and mission', respectfully requests their Graces to seek ways and means to implement such action.
On the Roman Catholic side of the debate, the most comprehensive examination of the Venice statement was made by Fr. Christopher Dumont. The statement "produces a most favorable impression: that of a fine and vigorous theological synthesis " Yet Dumont points out that "both because of its method, little known in Catholic theology, and because of some of its assertions, the document is likely at first reading to provoke some astonishment." The method in question is "inductive" and avoids "the technical language of the schools." Dumont is not sure that this method "answered entirely, in principle or in application, to the demands of the problem: authority in the Church." His main difficulty with the contents lies with the four points mentioned in no. 24: their treatment is insufficient. Clearly, Dumont did not discern ARCIC's intention to examine these points at greater length in the future. He also has a basic difficulty with the attempt to provide a theological rationale which, starting from the Lordship of Christ and the widely shared authority of the Christian community as koinonia, leads up "inductively" (I would not have used this term, but I understand its use by Dumont) to the primacy of the bishop in his church, to regional or wider primacies, and final to a universal primacy. Here I ought to quote Dumont, since my own disagreement with his theology of the primacy might lead me to misrepresent his thought:
The Catholic affirmation [of the universal primacy] rests on intimate conviction that the authority of the Lord of the Church himself has been entrusted to the apostolic college, and within it by a special title to Peter, to continue to be exercised visibly and ministerially by their successors with the indefectible light and prompting of the Holy Spirit. This is not, for the Roman Catholic Church, the expression or conclusion of a particular theology (even if a particular theology has been worked out about it and is for that reason open to objective criticism) but an intimate and immediate conviction of faith. Yet the process of reception seems to be, at this time, further advanced in the Anglican Communion than in the Catholic Church. Undoubtedly, the differing structures of the two churches are in part responsible for this; for despite the closely related threefold structure of ministry found in these two traditions, notable differences of organization are not without effect on the way in which the sensus fidelium is shaped and the ultimate decisions are reached. The Anglican Communion is in fact an association of sister churches united by a common liturgy and a common ethos, but each one with its own independent decision-making system. Furthermore, these decision-making systems have been largely shaped by the parliamentarian model of government of the British Commonwealth of Nations. This has influenced the present stage of reception of the three agreed statements in the Anglican Communion. In the first place, given their size and the numbers of their constituents, it is relatively easy for one province or church (the two words are practically identical) of the Anglican Communion to reach a decision. Compared to this, the still largely centralized Catholic Church finds it difficult to endorse new doctrinal texts, except when such a decision is so obvious that it can be made from the top without any danger of being rejected at large. The unfortunate experience of Pope Paul with the Encyclical Humanae vitae has precisely shown the possibility of such a rejection. In the second place, the decisions so far made in the Anglican Communion concerning the three agreed statements are not of a kind that would commit the churches of that communion irrevocably, for their model is not the dogmatic model of, say, the Council of Chalcedon endorsing the Tome of Leo; it is that of a parliament accepting a text at the level of relevant commissions with the more or less remote eventuality of its being left dormant or, as the case may be, rejected or enforced at the legislative level.
32
In these conditions the proper course of action at this time would be to hasten the process of discussion of these texts in the Catholic community. Very little, in fact, has been heard from the sections of the Church that may not feel directly concerned because Anglicans are scarce among them. It has been suggested at times that the Catholic side of the International Commission is not fully representative, since none of its members represents the Hispanic heritage. Unlike the Preparatory Commission, none belongs to the churches of Africa, Asia, or the South Pacific. I do not think this is the right time, between the Venice statement and its follow-up, to alter the membership. Yet ways should be found to have the three agreed statements discussed broadly-at the level of seminary and university faculties, to begin with-outside the Englishspeaking world.
Yet more should also be done in relation to the agreed statements in the English-speaking world. One can well ask: When is a doctrinal text really accepted? The real test of acceptance is not in declarations by ecumenical commissions or even by bishops and their national conferences. It is rather when a doctrinal text has become part of the teaching media in use for the theological formation of priests and seminarians. The crucial question then becomes: What is the attitude of seminaries? Do they use the agreed statements in courses on the sacraments and on ecclesiology? Do they bring these texts to the attention of students? At a lower level of expectation, one may perhaps even wonder if the agreed statements have been read by all professors for whose courses they could be relevant.
But it does not belong to the International Commission to provide the necessary impetus for such a broad discussion and use of the agreed statements. ARCIC was conceived as a theological commission. Its task has been to discuss traditionally-debated points in the doctrines of the two communions. One may venture the opinion that the Commission, created by Pope Paul on his own initiative, reflects his conception of ecumenical dialogue, which was itself expressed personally in Ecclesiam suam and conciliarly in Vatican IFs Decree on Ecumenism. Whenever ARCIC fulfils its present programme, the time may be ripe for Pope John Paul II to take further ecumenical initiatives along new lines. 33 One major development has taken place since the present paper was written. In Denver, Colorado, September 1979, the General Convention of the Episcopal Church endorsed a resolution which "affirms that the documents on Eucharistie Doctrine and Ministry and Ordination provide a statement of the faith of this Church in the matters concerned and form a basis upon which to proceed in furthering the growth towards unity of the Episcopal Church with the Catholic Church." This is the first endorsement of its kind.
